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96-8-1 


96-8-2 


Jalilvand; Dr. R. Bonin; Prof. J. Kalman. 
Call to Order 


The meeting was called to order by Dr. O'Brien at 2:12 p.m. 


Approval of Agenda 


Ms. Wasajja requested that the resolution outlined in Document. US-96-8-D13 
concerning the postponement of examinations and assignments set for 20 
November 1996, which has been designated as a National Study Day, be added to 
the Agenda. 


Prof. Shulman requested that the motions concerning reconsideration of the 
existence of the School of Graduate Studies and the appointment of a Vice-Rector, 
Services, and with respect to which he had given notice at the last Senate meeting, 
be added to the Agenda. 


In response to a question concerning consideration of items that seemed to be 
outside the parameters of Document US-967-D10 which had been raised at the 
last meeting, and promised for today's meeting, including the current academic 
structure of the University, Dr. O'Brien advised that he considered the matter to 
be included in, and could be dealt with under, Agenda Item XI, c). 


96-8-4 


96-8-5 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BABA, SECONDED BY PROF. ROTH, THAT 
THE AGENDA AS PRESENTED AND AMENDED BE APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the next Agenda item would be dealt with in "closed 
session", and he asked those in attendance who were not members of Senate, 
except those who were involved with the particular item, to leave the meeting. 


OPEN SESSION 


Approval of Minutes 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GILSDORF, SECONDED BY PROF. ROTH, 
THAT THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETINGS OF 13 SEPTEMBER 
AND 4 OCTOBER, 1996, BE APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Business Arising from the Minutes 


Responding to a concern expressed by Prof. Singer that a critique of "Following a 
Course Forward" which he thought was to have been provided by SCAPP as 
indicated in the Senate Minutes of 4 October 1996 was not on today's Agenda, 
Dr. Lightstone advised that it was the view of SCAPP, as outlined in Document 
US-96-7-D9 which had been tabled at the last Senate meeting, that a period of 
time should be allotted to allow discussions to occur at the Faculty level; and that 
that would provide input to and facilitate in a richer manner, discussions at Senate 
or SCAPP, or SCAPP discussions which would then be conveyed to Senate; and 
that that period of time during which Faculties would discuss, digest and sharpen 
their own planning processes should be permitted to continue and not be 
short-circuited. 


Arguing against the above comments, Prof. Singer advised that if that had been the 
view that had come across at the last Senate meeting, he would have asked the 
Senate Steering Committee to prepare such a document to help the Senate 
discussion. He also argued that this was the second consecutive month that a 
document was on the Agenda without any preparative work having been done that 
would facilitate the Senate discussion; and that when Agenda Item X, c), was 
being discussed he was considering making a motion asking the Steering 
Committee to prepare such a structure or suggestions as to how to proceed at the 
next Senate meeting. 


96-8-6 


Question Period 


Responding to a series of questions concerning Concordia's hiring policy and 
Canadian equity legislation which had initially been submitted to Dr. Lowy 
(Appendix 1) and then to himself by Prof. Shulman, Dr. Lightstone advised that 
the answer to question a) was an absolute no; that with respect to question b), the 
short answer was no, and that while the University was asked under the Federal 
Contractors Programme to specify some reasonable targets and why we think 
they are reasonable, etc., we were under no obligation to meet certain quotas; that 
with respect to question c), the University had acted under a policy whereby 
Search Committees were obligated to choose the best candidate, that in the 
advertising process every effort was made to elicit qualified candidates including 
those from underrepresented groups, and that the University was obligated to 
produce position profiles that were not inherently discriminatory; and that 
presumably this answered question d) as well. He requested, and it was agreed 
that Mr. Garry Milton, Executive Assistant to the Rector, be granted speaking 
privileges in connection with question e). 


In his comments, Mr. Milton advised that Concordia had just submitted its 
response to the Federal Contractors Programme Review Report three weeks ago; 
that it was probably premature to submit the full report to Senate, 1.e., at this 
stage it was considered to be a "work in progress"; that the next stage, which 
would involve internal consultations, etc., would be to develop a series of 
recommendations in connection with questions vis-a-vis the first report which 
would be received from the Federal Government; and that at that stage 
presumably the University's response could be shared with anyone who might 
wish to receive it. He also advised that the University's submission to the 
government several years ago had been published in the Thursday Report at that 
time, and that presumably it was available to anyone who might wish to receive a 
copy. He also advised that the effects of ERIP and FALRIP on the University's 
situation were presently being analysed, and indications were that while ERIP 
retirements were fairly evenly distributed in terms of gender, those under FALRIP 
had actually enhanced Concordia's situation particularly with respect to gender 
ratios. He further advised that Concordia was still under represented vis-a-vis- 
national standards with respect to disabled and aboriginal people, but less so in 
terms of women. 


A question was also raised and responded to with respect to a quotation from 
Prof. M. Danis in The Concordian concerning discussions with McGill relating to 
duplication of services, etc. 


96-8-7 


96-8-8 


Reports from Councils, etc. 


Dean Anvari reported on the Faculty of Commerce and Administration initiatives 
aimed at attracting a larger number of foreign students, including a "Self -financing" 
proposal which would involve a slight increase in tuition for foreign students not 
covered by exchange agreements or sponsorship by the Quebec Government; and 
recommended accreditation of the Faculty of Commerce and Administration by 
the Peer Review Team from the American Assembly of Collegiate Schools of 
Business (AACSB). In additional comments with respect to the latter, Prof. Baba 
emphasized the importance of accreditation and the benefit that would accrue 
therefrom, including enhanced student employability both here and abroad; and he 
lauded the efforts and leadership of Dean Anvari in bringing forward the 
accreditation of the Faculty of Commerce and Administration. 


Dean Taddeo announced that representatives of the Canadian Engineering 
Accreditation Board would be arriving on Sunday, 3 November 1996, vis-a-vis 
programmes in the Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science; that in 
connection with the Special Corporate Awards programme for Canadian Scholars, 
Ms. Diana Crisante and Mr. Steven Naemeh, Concordia Mechanical Engineering 
students, had received the Pratt and Whitney Canada Award, and that Ms. 
Crisante had also received the SCIEX Award; that Dr. Theordore Stathopoulos 
had received an IRSST grant in the amount of $120,000.00; and that Dr. Wagdi 
Habashi, a Mechanical Engineering professor and Director of Concordia's 
Computational Fluid Dynamics Laboratory, had signed a 1-year, $100,000.00 
research contract with CAE Electronics, and a 5-year contract with Pratt & 
Whitney in the amount $155,000 for the first year. He also announced that 
effective September, 1997, the cooperative format would be extended to all of the 
programmes in the Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science. 


Questions were raised and responded to with respect to the proposed tuition fee 
increase for foreign . students in the Faculty of Commerce and Administration, 
and the proposed extension of the co-operative format to all programmes in the 
Faculty of Engineering and Computer Science particularly with respect to resource 
implications at both the Faculty and University-wide levels; and the approval 
routing process which, it was argued, had by-passed Senate in both cases. With 
respect to the latter issue, Dr. Lightstone advised that in both instances, previous 
protocols with respect to the approval of such proposals had been followed. 


Appointments to Senate Committees 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. SULLIVAN, SECONDED BY DEAN JACKSON, 
THAT THE APPOINTMENTS TO SENATE COMMITTEES CONTAINED 
IN DOCUMENT US-96-8-D3 BE APPROVED. 


96-8-9 


96-8-10 


MOTION CARRIED. 


With respect to the following Agenda items, Dr. O'Brien explained the Steering 
Committee rationale for the order and expectations vis-a-vis Items X, XI, and the 
sub-items listed under Item X]. 


1996/97 Operating Budget 


In presenting and explaining the Report from the Ad Hoc Senate Finance 
Committee (Document US-96-8-D4), and the recommendations contained therein, 
Prof. Chaikelson emphasized the Committee's concerns, particularly with respect 
to the fact that promised cuts in the budget would not be realized this year, 
switching the cost of FALRIP from the 1996/97 to the 1995/96 Operating Budget, 
and the "non-matching" columns in Table I between the 1995-1996 Budget, the 
Final Cut in 1996-1997, and the Final 1996-1997 Budget. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. CHAIKELSON, SECONDED BY PROF. BYERS, 
THAT SENATE APPROVE AND RECOMMEND TO THE BOARD OF 
GOVERNORS, THE 1996-97 OPERATING BUDGET PROPOSED IN 
DOCUMENT BC-96-5-D15, AND AS COMMENTED UPON BY THE AD 
HOC SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE IN DOCUMENT US-96-8-D4. 


Issues and concerns which were raised and responded to included questions with 
respect to the non-realization of the anticipated cuts related to the senior 
administration reorganization; the discrepancy between the nature of the debate at 
Senate, particularly with respect to "indicators", and the reality of how the budget 
process actually operated as indicated in the response to question l.c., page 1, 
Document US-96-8-D4, and the absence of publically documented procedures 
involving understandable objective criteria vis-a-vis the effect of the budget on the 
academic process, which, it was argued, rendered Senate discussion a waste of 
time; the need for rationales to be provided to Senate with respect to budget 
changes which are made after initial Senate approval, and the importance of 
establishing confidence in Senate vis-a-vis the budget process; the lack of 
confirmation that the initial and final budget document s had been informed by a 
process reflecting reality, 1.e., that they had something to do with incomes and 
revenues and had not been generated by some historical considerations, etc.; 
clarification and rationale for the process that had actually been used, taking into 
consideration the results of FALRIP and the time-factor for submitting the 
Preliminary Operating Budget to the Board of Governors; the need for measures 
to ensure that Faculties respected their individual operating budgets; and 
attributing all of the cuts resulting from ERIP to the administrative as opposed to 
the academic budget. 
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THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


University-wide Planning 1997/98 Budget Issues. 


1997/98 Budget Issues 


In introductory remarks, Dr. Lightstone explained that SCAPP had requested, and 
had had presented to it, an evolution of the budget over the past 3 years 
(Document US-96-8-D5), along with some revenue projections for the next three 
years (Document US-96-8-136); and that SCAPP had suggested, and he was 
requesting, that the same presentation be made to Senate by Mr. Larry English, 
the Chief Financial Officer. 


In presenting and explaining the "Evolution of Revenues & Expenses - 
Unrestricted Operating Fund" (Document US-96-8135), Mr. English high-lighted 
areas that he considered to be important, including the fact that the University had 
been on an "even-keel" for the past 5 to 6 years vis-a-vis the revenue/expense 
bottom-line approach indicated on page 1; .recognizing the impact of ERIP and 
FALRIP in the 1995/96 budgetary year in accordance with acceptable accounting 
practices; the evolution of the accumulated. deficit and the related 2 million dollar 
annual cost; the 5-year evolution of the provincial grant and tuition fees for 
Concordia as indicated on page 4; the budget and cut for the last 3 years by sector 
(academic versus other ) as shown on pages 14, 15 and 16; and the evolution of 
the operating budget reduction shown on page 17, particularly with respect to the 
estimated reduction from 1997-98 to 1999-00. 


Issues that were raised and responded to during the ensuing discussion included 
questions and concerns with respect to the urgent need for "ball-park" figures for 
the estimated 15.8 million dollar budget cut for 1997-98, particularly in connection 
with academic planning processes currently underway at the Faculty and 
departmental levels, and with respect to which Senate was advised that attempts 
were being made to quantify the estimated 1997-98 deficit and that available 
options and general-type efficiency measures were being considered including 
salary cuts, work-loads, etc., and that information with respect to this would be 
made available for the next Senate meeting; the definition of "Unrestricted 
Operating Fund"; and explanation of the 5-year evolution vis-a-vis tuition shown 
on page 4; comments by the Minister of Education on 24 October 1996 regarding 
possible adjustments to the funding formula and retirement legislation; the manner 
in which Concordia data was presented to the outside community, e.g., the figures 
on page 3, Document US-96-8-D5 as submitted to CREPUQ; possible salary cuts 
and whether they would be across-the-board or based on level of salary, 
particularly in consideration of junior faculty members; the lack of deviation in 


absolute ratios between the academic versus administrative sectors over the past 4 
or 5 years, which, it was argued, indicated that the University was not changing its 
mind-set in terms of assigning priorities; the discrepancy between the figures for 
the Quebec operating grant shown in Schedule 1, page 1, BC-96-5-D15 and on 
page 4, Document US-96-8-D5, and the variables involved; the percentage of 
tuition fee revenue retained by the government; a suggestion that Concordia be 
completely closed for a 3-week period each semester to off-set budget cuts; the 
lack of An historical analysis of the ratio of faculty to staff at Concordia, and a 
strategic study of the current ratio vis-a-vis efficiency; the absence in planning 
discussions of any reference to what was described as "the existing downward 
spiral situation" with respect to fewer students, less revenue, fewer faculty to 
teach upper-level required courses, replacement of faculty who had retired under 
FALRIP, etc.; the issue of departmental academic scheduling exercises in the 
absence of information on possible alternative options being considered vis-a-vis a 
budget cutback, including increasing work-loads, retirement packages, mandatory 
retirement, sabbaticals, etc.; and the mandate of SCAPP and the possible need to 
establish another committee to consider major planning issues and implications in 
order to focus the Senate discussion. 


With respect to the issue of the need for Faculties and departments to be provided 
with "ball-park" figures vis-a-vis the academic share of anticipated budget cuts, it 
was argued that the Faculties were currently formulating their responses to 
"Following a Course Forward" , that faculty work-loads, both full and part-time, 
were now being assigned, that schedules had to be completed by 15 November 
1996, and that scheduling and planning in all of the Faculties would be seriously 
jeopardized unless broad-stroke figures were immediately provided. 


Commenting with respect to the issue of what Senate might expect vis-6-vis 
University-wide planning at the December 1996 meeting, Dr. Lightstone advised 
that over the course of the next several weeks the responses from the Faculty 
planning processes to questions raised by SCAPP would be received, and that 
answers to various questions including those related to the results of FALRIP 
would emerge from the planning process vis-a-vis Faculty priorities; that the 
responses would provide an overall sense as to what the feelings of the Faculty 
planning committees were vis-a-vis Faculty priorities; and that everything 
possible would be done to meet the short-fall objectives to ensure that the 
mapping of the University's future over the next few years, would accord with the 
Faculties's priorities. He also emphasized that the academic planning process, the 
objective of which was to set academic priorities, could not be expected to achieve 
a 17 million dollar cut in the 1997/98 budget; that if attempts were made to fit the 
planning process to the 17 million dollar problem, it would corrupt the planning 
process beyond its ability to work, i.e., the University was being asked by the 
government to do something that no plan in and of itself could achieve, given its 


commitment to its students, and to the faculty and staff vis-a-vis the various 
collective agreements, and the governments funding formula in terms of increasing 
or definancing the University's grant; that certain global measures were needed to 
get the required money out of the budget beyond whatever savings the planning 
process might produce, which measures tended to be those that would have to be 
negotiated with the unions; that the administration was drawing up a 
comprehensive list of possibilities vis-a-vis the budget which would have to be 
negotiated; that over the course of the next month a comprehensive non-prejudged 
list would be modeled in the Finance Office, it would then be evaluated with a 
view to determining what would be possible and what the University was 
prepared to live with, and which would then be negotiated with the respective 
unions; and that it would be up to the Steering Committee to determine how the 
results of that process would come to Senate. In addition, he expressed the hope 
that the Common Standards and Procedures for Master's/Magisteriate 
Programmes would be dealt with at today's meeting, and he advised that it would 
be up to Senate to decide whether it wished to curtail further discussion on 
Agenda Item XI and proceed to consider other items. 


During continuing discussion concerns were expressed that Senate would be faced 
with the same kind of unfocused discussion at the December 1996 meeting as was 
happening today. It was also argued that the Steering Committee, SCAPP, the Ad 
Hoc Senate Finance Committee, or some other body, should be mandated to aid 
Senate in getting through an agenda in a focused manner; that Senate was being 
divorced from and marginalized with respect to academic decision-making, e.g., the 
expansion of the co-operative format for all programmes in the Faculty of 
Engineering and Computer Science, Commerce and Administration Faculty 
accreditation, the self-financing proposal in the Faculty of Commerce and 
Administration, etc.; and that some body should prepare focused questions for 
Senate to deal with at the next meeting vis-a-vis the future budget process. It was 
also suggested that the Steering Committee should coordinate an effort with 
SCAPP vis-a-vis a planned focused discussion on University planning for the next 
Senate meeting. 


Other issues raised during continuing discussion included the necessity of allowing 
the Senate-approved planning process to run its course; mandating the Steering 
Committee and SCAPP to consider the structuring of the discussion of 
University-wide planning at the next Senate meeting, including issues stemming 
from "Following a Course Forward", and where Senate's time might best be spent; 
the ability of either body to handle such a mandate; the status of the "academic 
indictors", the lengthy Senate discussions already held on the issue, misleading 
signals from administrative officers as to what was essential in the planning 
process, and the absence of any objective criteria which could be accepted as a 
basis for the budgetary process; the possibility of considering the questions 


96-8-12 


directed to the Faculties in the covering memorandum from the Provost and 
Vice-Rector, Research, Document US-96-7-D9, as a basis for further Senate 
discussion; the current situation which was described as having a planning process 
without a plan and which was being juxtapositioned with implementation, 
planning deadlines surpassing situation realities, the absence of any discussion on 
the question as to what we wanted Concordia to be as a University, and what was 
felt to be important, etc.; consideration of the question of revenue, i.e., FT W's and 
enrolments, rather than having another general discussion on indicators; and a 
possible change in the funding formula which might be effective for 1997/98. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. SINGER, SECONDED BY MR. NEARING;' 
THAT THE STEERING COMMITTEE OF SENATE AND THE SENATE 
COMMITTEE ON ACADEMIC PLANNING AND PRIORITIES, THROUGH 
MUTUAL CONSULTATION, CONSIDER AND MAKE 
RECOMMENDATIONS WITH RESPECT TO THE STRUCTURING OF 
THE DISCUSSION ON UNIVERSITY-WIDE PLANNING AT THE NEXT 
SENATE MEETING, INCLUDING ISSUES STEMMING FROM 
"FOLLOWING A COURSE FORWARD" (DOCUMENT US-96-7-D10), AND 
WHERE SENATE'S TIME MIGHT BEST BE SPENT. 


During the ensuing discussion concerns were expressed with respect to the ability 
of SCAPP, particularly given its membership, mandate, and manner of 
functioning, to produce recommendations with respect to a plan to ensure a 
focused debate at Senate. At the same time, it was argued that it had to be left to 
some group, perhaps the Steering Committee in consultation with SCAPP, to 
attempt to structure the Senate debate; and that the motion on the floor should be 
adopted, that Items XI, b) and c) should be passed over at this point in time, and 
that the meeting should move on to consideration of Item x11. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


It was agreed that Agenda Items XI, b) and c) not be discussed at this point. 


Common Standards and Procedures for Master's / Magisteriate Programmes 


Dr. O'Brien advised that Dr. Claude Bédard was attending Senate today as Acting 
Dean, School of Graduate Studies and Research. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. BEDARD, SECONDED BY PROF. SHULMAN, 
THAT THE COMMON STANDARDS AND PROCEDURES 
FORMASTER'SIMAGISTERIATE PROGRAMMES OUTLINED IN 
DOCUMENT US-96-8-D8 BE APPROVED, AS RECOMMENDED BY THE 
ACADEMIC PROGRAMMES COMMITEE. 


In presenting Document US-96-8-D8, Dr. 136dard explained that it represented 
the second phase in an ongoing process to help people administering graduate 
programmes to abide by certain norms or understandings vis-a-vis standards and 
procedures; and that the first document relating to Ph.D. Programmes had been 
approved by Senate in May 1995. 


Issues and concerns that were raised and responded to during initial discussion 
included questions with respect to the phrase "over and above those for 
undergraduate students" in Recommendation 16, and its application vis-a-vis 
cross-listings between the Master's and Ph.D. levels; and an explanation and 
rationale for the last sentence in Recommendation 20 concerning the membership 
of the Creative Writing examining committee, which, it was argued, was covered 
by the stipulation in the first sentence and was therefore redundant. 


The continuing discussion centred on Recommendation 23 and the five-year time 
limit designated for part-time students, and which, it was suggested, should be 
raised to seven years. With respect to this, Senate was advised that the time-limits 
of Concordia's sister institutions had been surveyed both inside and outside 
Quebec, and that a four-year limit for fulltime students and five years for 
part-time students at the Master's level were the top limits at any of the 
universities surveyed. 


It was argued that given Concordia’ reputation for being flexible and responsive to 
the needs of the private and work lives of its students, the part-time limit should 
be increased from five to seven years. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. GILSDORF, SECONDED BY 
PROF. MCQUEEN, THAT THE FIVE-YEAR TIME-LIMIT DESIGNATED 
FOR STUDENTS PURSUING THEIR STUDIES ON A PART-TIME BASIS 
IN RECOMMENDATION 23, DOCUMENT US-96-8-138, BE CHANGED 
TO SEVEN YEARS. 


During discussion on the amendment it was argued that finishing degrees was a 
very important part of University financing, and that dragging out degree 
completion inflicted a very heavy cost on the University; that any move to extend 
the time-limit was counter productive; that it would set up a wrong expectation on 
the part of students, and that rather than extending the time-limit for part-time 
studies the time-limit for full-time studies should be reduced; that extending the 
part-time limit was misplaced solicitude; that in practice, at the graduate level the 
distinction between part-time and fulltime students tended to fade; that practically 
all students, whether full or part-time, finished their course work within two 
years, and that it was very rare that any student had any courses to take after two 


years; that it was the thesis that required the additional time, and that at that point 
in the course of studies even full-time students tended to become part-time 
students de facto, if not officially; and that part-time students who took more 
than five years to complete their studies were at a stage where they became 
delinquent in their work, and that it would be no favor to such students to extend 
the deadline. 


It was also argued, however, that part of Concordia's critical mission was 
educating students on a part-time basis, many of whom were studying at the 
graduate level and who could not be expected to finish a degree within the same 
time-frame, particularly at a time when the economic situation demanded that they 
must work; that both time-frame numbers were wrong, 1.e., full-time and 
part-time, and particularly the four year limit for full-time studies, which, it was 
felt, was excessive; and that it didn't make sense to have a four-year limit for 
full-time studies with only one more year for part-time studies. And it was 
suggested that the full-time limit should be set at three years and the part-time 
limit at six years. In addition, it was argued that while students were fully funded 
by the government only up to four terms, the 


University had an obligation to ensure that its students were able to graduate; that 
to put too short a time-limit on students would be counterproductive; and that the 
future of the students should have priority over financial considerations. 


In response to a question, Dr. 136dard advised that at the Master's level vis-a-vis 
a thesis programme, the University was funded by the government at the rate of 
11 1/4 credits for four terms, after which, the students were. a cost to the 
University; and that those who took course work were funded in a manner similar 
to undergraduate students, 1.e., every credit taken was reimbursed by the 
government. 


In additional remarks, it was argued that part-time students in particular 
programmes who were working and/or raising families, if limited to five years, 
would have to take one course each term, including the Summer term, for five 
straight years; that if they were doing a thesis option, they would be taking 
courses, at a minimum, for three years but more likely for four years as a full-time 
student and one year as a part-time student trying to raise a family or work and 
complete their degree beyond five years; and that regardless of the financial 
implications, the University had a commitment to its students. 


THE VOTE ON THE AMENDMENT RESULTED IN A TIE VOTE. 
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DR. O'BRIEN ADVISED THAT THE RESULTING VOTE HAD NOT 
ACHIEVED THE MAJORITY REQUIRED TO PASS THE AMENDMENT, 
AND THAT IN CONSEQUENCE, THE AMENDMENT FAILED. 


Issues raised in continuing discussion included questions with respect to 
Recommendation 3, particularly in terms of Faculties being able to conform, 
particularly given sabbaticals, FALRIP, etc.; the overall consequences of all of the 
recommendations being adopted by Senate vis-a-vis maintaining the tenability of 
existing programmes, particularly given current or projected Faculty resources, 
and whether another round of appraisals was being anticipated vis-a-vis 
departmental accommodations with respect to implementation of the 
recommendations; the effective date of implementation vis-a-vis students already 
enroled in programmes, particularly with respect to Recommendation 23; limiting 
the number of reading courses that students may take in accordance with 
Recommendation 19, and with respect to which Senate was advised that the 
intention was that that decision would be taken at the level of the programme; and 
whether the terms of conditions set at the time of faculty retirements could 
over-ride the "manner consistent with the practices set in their departments" as 
stipulated in Recommendation 5. 


With respect to the latter issue, it was argued that a stipulation should be included 
to the effect that the terms of retirement must be consistent with the standards of 
practices in the programme. It was suggested that consideration be given to 
including such a stipulation. Also, concerning the question of the effect of the 
recommendations on students already in programmes, Senate was advised that 
those students were bound by the regulations that prevailed at the. time of 
admission; and that the "Common Standards and Procedures for 
Master's/Magisteriate Programs" would apply to newly-admitted students after 
the adoption of the document. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED. 


Recommendation from SCAPP concerning classrooms. etc. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. LIGHTSTONE, SECONDED BY DEAN ANVARI, 
THAT THE RESOLUTION CONCERNING CLASSROOMS OUTLINED IN 
DOCUMENT US-96-8-D9 BE APPROVED. 


A concern was expressed that the resolution was. based on documentation that 
had not been made available to Senate, and it was suggested that the background 
documentation be provided at the December 1996 Senate meeting. Student 
members of Senate also asked that information be provided as to which classes 
would be increased in size, and the percentage of the increase. 


In response to a question, the Secretary reported that there was no longer a 
quorum. 


Adjournment 


96-8-14 The meeting was adjourned by Dr. O'Brien at 5:25 pm., due to the loss of a 
quorum. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


